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ABSTRACT

This study used qualitative research methods to
determine what happened when special educators and regular
educators came together in the process of integrating three
multihandicapped students into a kindergarten or a firstgrade classroom.

Of particular interest were the actions,

interactions, and perceptions of the people involved.
The writer spent two months at the field site which was
located in an elementary school in a rural agricultural
region in the Great Plains.

Although observations were made

of the children and the educational personnel, only the
educational personnel and the parents were interviewed.
In this study:
1. Regular educators and special educators helped each
other learn from their respective fields.
2. Disagreements emerged among the educational
personnel regarding best educational practice for the
multihandicapped children.
3. As this school district entered the end of its
trial period in the change process, the writer felt that the
next step must be the resolution of differences between the
traditional educational practices that existed within the
x

school before integration began and the innovative
educational practices that were brought to the school during
the 1990-91 school year.

xi

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

During the 1950s and the 1960s, parents of handicapped
children began joining forces to become advocates for their
children.

Federal courts became a strong source of relief

for these advocacy groups.

Brown v. Board of Education (347

U.S. 483, 1954) provided the legal impetus for integration
by affirming the importance of education to all children,
establishing the basis for claims of inequality of separate
education, and providing a model for change (Lipsky &
Gartner, 1989) .
In the 1971 case of Pennsylvania Association of
Retarded Citizens (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
(334 F.Supp. 1257, 1971) the court ruled that the district
in question had to teach all children, including those who
were "untrainable" or "uneducable."

One year later the

courts ruled in Mills v. Board of Education (348 F.Supp.
866, 1972) that limited funds could not be the reason for
excluding handicapped children.

In 1975 Congress responded

to public pressure with the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act that clearly reflected the PARC and Mills
decisions.

All handicapped children were to be provided
1
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with an education, and the state education agency (SEA) and
local education agency (LEA) were responsible for the
education of the children.

The legal precedent for all

children being educationally served was firmly established.
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L.
94-142) included six major principles:
1. The right of every child to receive a free
appropriate public education (FAPE);
2. the right of every child to have a fair
multidisciplinary evaluation to determine correct
educational programs and placement;
3. the right of every child to have an individualized
and appropriate education;
4. the right of every child to be educated in the
least restrictive environment (LRE);
5. the right of all students to due process; and
6. the rights of parents to participate in all aspects
of their child's education.
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act resulted in
millions of handicapped children, including many with
multiple handicaps, receiving an education for the first
time.
In P.L. 94-142 handicapped children were defined as
those who were mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf,
speech or language impaired, multihandicapped, deaf-blind,
visually handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed,
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orthopedically impaired or other health impaired children,
or children with specific learning disabilities.
Multihandicapped were children with more than one of these
categorical disabilities.

The Education for All Handicapped

Children Act recognized that some students, especially
multihandicapped children, may need additional educational
services if the students were to be successful in a school
setting.

"Related services," such as physical therapy,

occupational therapy, counseling, and medical services
necessary to enable students to benefit from special
education, became a part of the educational services to be
provided by the educational system.
The law has clearly defined the public school district
as the party responsible for the education of its resident
handicapped children, including multihandicapped children.
The questions of where, how, and by whom the children are to
be served have not been so clearly defined except that the
education must be conducted in the least restrictive
environment.
Need for the Study
Bringing unserved students into public education has
been largely achieved, and handicapped students have
successfully established their right to a free education.
However, the relationship between general education and
special education is still being debated.

Gartner and

Lipsky (1987, p. 368) explained the problem:
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While special education programs of the past
decade have been successful in bringing unserved
students into public education and have
established their right to education, these
programs have failed both to overcome the
separation between general and special education
and to make the separate system significant in
terms of student benefits.
As more parents began advocating regular classroom
placement for their multihandicapped children, special
education and regular education began combining services.
This advocacy encouraged special education to become more
regular and regular education to become more special.
Stainback and Stainback described this movement as
"inclusive education":
An inclusive school is a place where everyone
belongs, is accepted, supports and is supported by
his or her peers and other members of the school
community in the course of having his or her
educational needs met. . . . [Inclusive schooling]
is not how to mainstream or fit students into
regular classes, but now to develop regular
schools and classroom communities that fit,
nurture, and support the educational and social
needs of every student. . . . (1990, p. 4).
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According to these authors, students cannot be integrated
without integrating special education personnel and
resources and general education personnel and resources.
A school that attempts to educate multihandicapped
students in the regular classroom is breaking from
traditional educational practice and using educational
innovations.

This sounds like a simple concept; however,

Gartner and Lipsky (1987) provided the following insights:
"As we have learned in the area of race relations,
integration is more complex than achieving mere physical
proximity.

Not only are there administrative barriers . . .

but there is the day-to-day, period-to-period reality of the
student's education" (377).

This study explores the

administrative barriers to integration of special education
students in one school district and the efforts of the
educational staff to handle the day-to-day realities of
providing three multihandicapped students an education
within the regular classroom.
Purpose of the Study
According to Stainback and Stainback (1990), the
resources and knowledge base of special and general
education personnel need to be combined to best serve all
students in supportive inclusion settings.

General

education teachers and special education teachers at the
site of this field study were asked to integrate three
multihandicapped students.

Administrative roles and
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procedures were modified to include supportive integration.
Cockran-Smith and Lytle stated that "those who have daily
access, extensive expertise, and a clear stake in improving
classroom practice have no formal way to make their
knowledge of classroom teaching and learning part of the
literature" (1990, p. 2) .

This qualitative study attempted

to hear the voices of practicing educators who were involved
in a school setting with supportive inclusion as their
educational agenda.
The purpose of this study was to determine:

What

happens when special educators and regular educators come
together in the process of integrating three
multihandicapped students into a regular classroom?

More

specifically, what are the actions, interactions, and
perceptions of the people involved in the process of
integration?
Significance of the Study
This study recorded the actions of the educational
personnel in a kindergarten and a first grade classroom.
Multihandicapped students had been included in a regular
classroom setting for the first time during the year of the
study.

The preschool special needs program that had

previously served these students had been closed, and the
multihandicapped students, the special education teacher,
the speech-language pathologist, and the occupational
therapist had all been reassigned to the regular classroom.

i
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From the_observations and interviews conducted by this
author, ideas were formulated that described how this school
district attempted to support multihandicapped students'
participation in the regular education classroom.

By

gaining a.better understanding of classroom routines and
using educators' and parent/guardians' perceptions, an
attempt was made to determine what would affect the
continuation of this integration project, should the
participants wish to do so.
Delimitations
Three delimitations of this study were:
1. This study involved a single school district, a
special education cooperative, three multihandicapped
children, three special educators, two regular educators,
two administrators, and two sets of parents.
2. Only the parents and the educators were
interviewed.

Because the multihandicapped children were

nonverbal, interviews with them were not possible.

Legal

limitations prevented formal interviews of the other minor
children in the classroom without written consent of each
parent.

The legal consent was not requested from the 45

parents, because the other children were only peripherally
involved in the study.

I had no reason to meet with any of

the parents of the other children, and I did not want to
draw unneeded attention to the integration process.
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3.

Because two of the three multihandicapped children

were from the same home, only two sets of parents were
available for participation in this study.
Organization of this Dissertation
The review of the literature in Chapter II first
discusses the federal regulations and philosophical
viewpoints regarding least restrictive environment as it
relates to the educational placement of multihandicapped
children.

Next, three empirical studies related to the

integration of multihandicapped children into regular
classrooms are presented.

Finally, because integration of

multihandicapped children represented a change from
traditional educational practice, an empirical study of
educational innovations is described along with an
educational model for the implementation of change.
The first half of Chapter III explains why qualitative
research methodology was used for this study.

The second

portion of the chapter describes the methodology used in
this dissertation.
Profiles of each educator and each multihandicapped
child are presented in the first of three sections of
Chapter IV.

The representation of a student's morning was

recorded, focusing on the educators who moved in and out of
the student's immediate presence.

Themes emerged that

exemplified the actions, interactions, and perceptions of
the educators as they came together to provide the services
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needed to educate three multihandicapped children in the
public school setting.
In Chapter V the summary of the literature and the
discussion of themes are brought together in the first half.
The dissertation ends with conclusions and recommendations
that might assist with the stabilization of integration
programs in traditional school settings.

Appendix A

contains definitions of terms used throughout this
dissertation.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In a discussion of the literature regarding the
integration of multihandicapped students into the regular
education classroom, four topics emerge as meritorious for
consideration.

The first topic to be examined is least

restrictive environment as defined by the federal rules and
regulations.

Opposing viewpoints have emerged about the

interpretation of these federal rules and regulations as
they apply to the placement of multihandicapped children in
regular elementary school classrooms.

These differing

philosophies have emerged in the literature and will be
discussed in the second section of this chapter.
Section three of this chapter will discuss three
empirical studies on integration.

Although a number of

studies have been undertaken on the integration of mildly or
moderately handicapped students, few studies have involved
multihandicapped students.

The studies described in this

section were selected because they were similar to the study
presented in this dissertation.
Because the integration of multihandicapped children
into a regular education classroom is a major innovation,
10

11

the final section of this chapter includes two discussions
of educational innovations:

(a) an educational model

describing the process of change, and (b) an empirical study
defining the characteristics of federally funded educational
projects that were related to the continuation of
innovations after the funding ended.
Least Restrictive Environment
Federal Rules and Regulations
The passage of the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act (P.L. 94-142) led to federal rules and
regulations to guide school districts in implementation of
the law.

Included in those rules and regulations was the

term "least restrictive environment," which was described in
the rules and regulations as follows:
Each state educational agency shall insure: . . .
(1) That to the maximum extent appropriate,
handicapped children, including children in public
or private institutions or other care facilities,
are educated with children who are not
handicapped, and (2) That special classes,
separate schooling or other removal of handicapped
children from the regular educational environment
occurs only when the nature or severity of the
handicap is such that education in regular classes
with the use of supplementary aids and services
cannot be achieved satisfactorily (121a.550).
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Unless a handicapped child's individualized
education program requires some other arrangement,
the child is educated in the school which he or
she would attend if they were not handicapped
(121a.552).
The rules and regulations also discussed a continuum of
alternative placements:
Each public agency shall insure that a continuum
of alternative placements is available to meet the
need of handicapped children for special education
and related services . . . including instruction
in regular classes, special classes, special
schools, home instruction, and instruction in
hospitals and institutions (121a.551).
From these rules and regulations emerged two distinct
philosophies regarding multihandicapped children and their
educational placement.

One interpretation of least

restrictive environment is full integration:

"Growing

numbers of parents and educators are advocates for full
inclusion of all students in the main stream of school and
community life" (Stainback & Stainback, 1990, p. xiii).
Others in the field of special education advocate for an
array of educational opportunities and educational services
to meet the educational requirements of the law (Miller,
1991) .
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Philosophical Viewpoints on
Special Education Integration
Because the opinions of educators regarding integration
of multihandicapped students fall along a continuum, both
ends of the continuum will be explored.

At one end of the

continuum are those who believe that all handicapped
students, including multihandicapped students, belong in the
"regular" classroom with modifications being incorporated
into the word "regular."

At the opposite end of the

continuum are the educators who believe that if the emphasis
is on placing all children in the regular classroom,
educators could lose sight of the original intent of special
education— to meet the unique educational needs of each
individual child.
Rationale for Supportive Interaction
Those who support total integration argue that
"special" and "regular" are not two distinct types of
students but that students' differences and needs fall along
a continuum (Stainback & Stainback, 1984).

Two distinct

sets of instructional methods— one for special education
students and one for regular education students— should not
be used; individualized programming should be available to
everyone, not just special education students.

Advocates

for the total integration concept argue that qualifying for
special education should not be the criterion for entitling
some students to special assistance while other students are
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not entitled to needed assistance.

All students should be

entitled to assistance if they need it (Moran, 1983).
Advocates of total integration contend that combining
special education and regular education would provide a
comprehensive, unified system to meet the unique needs of
all students.

The need to develop criteria for determining

those who do not belong in the regular classroom would then
be set aside.

Instead, the emphasis would be on increasing

the capabilities of regular school environments to meet the
needs of all students.

The two-system approach to special

education would be rejected.

Some have suggested that

linking the two systems (regular education and special
education) should be considered as part of current school
reform (Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1988).
Integrated settings have produced positive changes in
the attitudes of nonhandicapped students toward their peers
with multihandicaps.

Improvement in the social and

communication skills of multihandicapped children, including
improved quality of interactions with their peers, has also
been demonstrated (Kirk & Gallagher, 1989).

Integration has

also been shown to help facilitate adjustments to community
settings as the multihandicapped students become adults
(Hasazi, Gordon, & Roe, 1985).
To summarize, the rationale for total integration is
that all students deserve individualized programming.

Thus
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far, integrated settings have reported several positive
effects for both nonhandicapped and handicapped students.
Rationale for Maintaining Special
Education and Regular Education
Mesinger (1985) discussed his reasons for maintaining a
dual system of special education and regular education.
First, Mesinger contended that teachers vary in their
abilities to manage and to teach students with diverse needs
and abilities.

Teachers' unwillingness and/or incapacity to

individualize sufficiently was given as a second reason for
special education developing into a second system.

The

third reason set forth for maintaining a dual system was
that a merger would be just hypothetical; students having
difficulty in learning would be pulled out for
individualized help with or without a merger.

Mesinger

argued that a child identified for special education would
have a better chance of having unique needs met than a child
not identified for special education.

The ability of a

single system to eliminate competition and duplication and
to increase cooperation was questioned by Mesinger.

He

noted that if general education teachers and special
education teachers cannot agree, putting the teachers
together in the same room will not enhance that
relationship.

Even though Mesinger believed that

integration was "humanistically profound," he was not sure
education can move in the direction of supportive
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integration.

He spoke of the current nationwide push for

upgrading test scores and standards and gave his view that
merging special education and regular education would not
result in increased test scores.
Educators who believe in keeping special education and
regular education as two systems support the "array" concept
of special education.

The advocates of this concept suggest

that a full continuum of educational placements (including
appropriate regular classroom placements) should be
available to all children (Miller, 1991).

This approach is

viewed by its advocates as a child-centered approach.

After

the child's needs are determined, a logical process of
matching a child's needs with educational opportunities is
advocated.

This concept was supported by Bishop when she

stated, "Least restrictive environment was intended to mean
not only mainstreaming but a continuum of placements based
on individual children's needs" (1990, p. 35).

Educators

who support the array concept argue that those who support
total integration limit the opportunities available to
special education students.

Champion (1979) argued that the

law mandated a choice of educational settings and the
continuum of settings should allow flexibility in
programming and placement; the program should be designed to
fit the child.

Limiting alternatives under the mandate of

"least restrictive environment," is restrictive,
unacceptable, and unconstitutional.
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Link (1991) discussed what she called the
"socialization fallacy."

She observed regular education

students and mentally retarded students sitting side by side
in the lunch room but found that the socialization on the
playground was patronizing friendliness or dictatorial
domination.

Lower levels of maturity and intellectual

capacity, communication difficulties, and physical handicaps
hindered the development of normal friendships.

Link

advocated keeping special schools open, citing the following
advantages for some students:

the child would feel safe

when surrounded by peers and understanding adults; related
services would be integrated throughout the educational
program because of the specialized staff; and alternate
programs stressing life skills would be more readily
available.

Link's contention was that integration may not

actually be the least restrictive environment.
To summarize, the rationale for maintaining regular
education and special education as separate systems is based
upon the belief that an array of placement options must be
available and that the specialized needs of some handicapped
children cannot always be met in integrated settings.

There

is some evidence that socialization between nonhandicapped
and handicapped students is not always positive for the
handicapped student.

To be appropriate, an education must

be individualized, and an array of options must be
available.
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Empirical Studies on Integrating
Multihandicapped Students
The following three empirical studies discuss specific
attempts to bring multihandicapped students into closer
proximity with their peers in regular education.
A Two-Roofed School
Most educational agencies in California responded to
federal and state mandates for special education by building
separate buildings on the campuses of regular schools
(Mercer & Denti, 1989).

A study of LaCademan School

described a setting where a special school was built on the
campus of the regular school to promote "maximum
integration."

Seventy students were served in the special

school through special classes for (a) physically
handicapped 3-6-year-old children,
handicapped 7-13-year-old children,

(b) physically
(c) autistic children,

(d) trainable mentally retarded children, and (e) profoundly
developmentally disabled children.

The buildings were set

back to back with entrances on different streets.
The special school opened with high expectations on the
part of the teachers and administrators.

Although several

events such as the "Special Friends Are Special" poster
contest were held, little actual interaction between
handicapped and nonhandicapped students took place during
the year.

During the second year no joint activities or

social interactions were established or encouraged.

When a
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special education student wandered toward the regular
playground, the child was guided back to the special school
by his teacher.

Separate lunch periods and recesses were

scheduled so that everyone would have more access to the
swing set.
During the third year, Project L.E.A.D.

(Leaders in

Enhancing Awareness of Disabilities) was established to
involve students and staff in joint activities.

These

activities included nonhandicapped peers wearing blindfolds
to simulate vision loss or spending a day in a wheelchair.
Businessmen, educators, and college students who were
handicapped were invited to visit the schools and discuss
their handicaps.

A pizza party was held and efforts were

made to convince regular students that disabled students
shared common interests.
An orientation to Project L.E.A.D. was held in the
lounge of the regular school.

Staff members from the two

schools sat on separate sides of the room and communicated
only with other teachers from their own school.

An

orientation day for students and a two-week training session
for peer facilitators were held.

The three-month follow-up

study for this project showed some movement toward more
contact:

(a) Regular education and special education

teachers were encouraged to make playground contact,

(b) a

"Buddy Plan" was established so that each Tuesday a regular
student spent recess with a special education student, (c)
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peer tutoring was done by ten volunteer students,

(d) a

"lunch bunch" of special education students ate in the
regular lunch room periodically, and (e) the students from
the primary physically handicapped classroom went to science
and math at the regular school twice a week.

Mercer and

Denti stated, "If the evaluation had ended at that point, we
would have concluded that the two schools were moving
rapidly towards more contact and mutual sharing" (1989, p.
3) .
Eighteen months later a follow-up study was conducted.
Only the students who were ready to leave the emotionally
disturbed program were eating in the regular lunch room.
Attempts to integrate playground activities had failed.

The

buddy system for recess, the lunch bunch program, and the
peer tutoring program had all disappeared.

The teachers and

the principal of the special school felt that the separate
facilities and the separate administrative structures were
the fundamental obstacles to integration.
To summarize, this study indicated that the two
faculties and the two administrations had made little
progress toward integration.

The energy level required to

overcome the physical and institutional barriers was not
sustained over an 18-month period of time.

Principals and

teachers had full-time responsibilities, and the additional
integration effort was too difficult to fit into already
busy schedules.

The time had come to quit building "two-
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roof schools and it was time to merge regular and special
education under a 'one-roofed' system" (Mercer & Denti,
1989, p. 37) .
Integration and IEP Goals
The purpose of a 1984 study by Brinker and Thorpe was
to determine if the amount of integration experienced by
severely handicapped students was related to the proportion
of Individual Education Plan (IEP) objectives achieved in a
one-year period.

The measure of the degree of integration

was the rate of interaction with nonhandicapped students.
Two hundred forty-five severely handicapped students from 14
school districts and one public institution for the mentally
retarded participated in the study.

Of these students, 60%

had no verbal communication, 83% reguired assistance for
self care, 93% functioned at or below Piaget's
preoperational stage of development, and 32% lacked mobility
skills.
Educational progress was measured for each student in
the study by dividing the number of IEP objectives achieved
in one year by the number of objectives written for that
student at the beginning of the year.

Several measures of

adaptive behavior were used to describe the functional
abilities of the students before and after the integration
study to determine whether or not these IEP objectives had
been met.
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Observations of the severely handicapped students'
interactions with nonhandicapped students occurred in the
following settings proportionately:

(a) special education

classrooms (33%), (b) school lunch rooms (21%), (c) gym
(10%), and (d) the playground (8%).

Less frequently

observed sites included the hallways, therapy rooms, music
and art rooms, the bathroom, and the regular classroom.
Finally, 16% of the severely handicapped students were
observed in the community environment such as stores,
restaurants, and recreational facilities.
Results of this study indicated that the rate of
interaction with nonhandicapped students was significantly
related to the educational achievement of the severely
handicapped students.

Statistical procedures also showed

that the achievement of IEP goals was related to students'
level of functioning (i.e., higher functioning students
achieved a higher percentage of their goals).

Despite these

two relationships, a large proportion of each student's
educational achievement remained unexplained.

Brinker and

Thorpe (1984) conjectured that many IEP goals require
specialized teaching in settings uniquely designed for
multihandicapped individuals.

These settings often require

one-to-one instruction to establish basic skills with
students who have limited behavioral repertoires.

Such

settings do not usually include nonhandicapped students.
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A final conclusion of this study was that "integration
can be an addendum to individualized specialized,
educational settings" (Brinker & Thorpe, 1984, p. 173).
That is, integrated settings alone may not be sufficient for
multihandicapped students.

Children and adolescents tend to

provide a more variable social environment than teachers.
This variability may not be ideal for the initial
acquisition of social skills but may be necessary for
learning to use such skills appropriately (Brinker & Thorpe,
1985).
Integration through Curricular Infusion
This empirical study involved integrating five students
with severe disabilities into a regular middle school with
the ages of the students ranging from 6 years to 19 years
(Hamre-Nietupski, Ayres, Nietupski, Savage, Mitchell, and
Bramman, 1989).

All five students were nonverbal, and two

of the children were nonambulatory.

The school setting was

rural; the majority of the families depended on agriculture
for their livelihood; and the students without disabilities
had little, if any, prior contact with their peers with
severe disabilities.
"Curricular infusion" in this study meant the
alteration of curriculum in three classes by adding units
which would lay the foundation for creating positive
attitudes toward the multihandicapped students, thus
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facilitating peer integration into this school.

Examples

included the following:
1. A seventh grade social studies curriculum was
"infused" with units on self awareness and stereotyping.
Activities planned for students included hearing from guest
speakers with disabilities as well as experiencing
simulations that helped students relate to alienation and
prejudice.
2. An eighth grade science curriculum was "infused"
with expanded units on genetics and environmental influences
on development.

Examples of activities included developing

a school accessibility report, developing a community
accessibility report, doing genetic research on human
traits, writing in-depth reports on selected disabilities,
and role playing the use of specialized teaching procedures
using adaptive eguipment.
The curriculum units were developed by a core team of
professional educators:

(a) a special educator of

multihandicapped children, (b) three general educators who
volunteered for the project,
consultant,

(c) the principal who served as

(d) the guidance counselor who acted as a

consultant, and (e) three university professors who served
as consultants.

An advisory committee of parents and

special education administrators provided additional input
as the units were developed.
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There were several outcomes of this study.

First, the

general educators expressed initial feelings of
apprehension.

Later, however, they felt so positive about

the outcomes they observed that they volunteered to
participate in the written report of the study.

These

general educators felt that their students had developed a
greater understanding of their peers with severe
disabilities; they also believed that the infusion
activities should be expanded throughout the curriculum of
the school.
A second outcome related to the changed perception of
the nonhandicapped students regarding their disabled peers.
The eighth grade students who conducted the school
accessibility report were so appalled at the results that
they asked to meet with the principal and the superintendent
to make the community more handicapped-accessible.

A

majority of the students experienced a positive view of the
infusion activities.

A small proportion of the seventh and

the eighth graders volunteered for additional activities
that involved interacting with the severely handicapped
students (e.g., shopping, bowling, 4-H activities, classroom
games).

Pre- and post-testing of students on the Voetlz

Acceptance Scale, led to the discovery that the students who
had volunteered for activities with the handicapped students
(in addition to experiencing the infused curriculum)
demonstrated more acceptance of their handicapped peers than
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did the students who
curriculum.

merely experienced the infused

The policy implications of this study were

summarized as follows:

(a) provisions should be made for a

joint special education/regular education integration team?
(b) special educators must become an integral part of the
school environment if integration is to be maximized; and
(c) to facilitate involvement of staff, supportive policies
must come from administrative levels.
To summarize, all three studies demonstrated benefits
to integrating multihandicapped students into regular
classrooms.

These benefits related largely to the increased

rate of social interactions between the multihandicapped
students and nonhandicapped peers.

Concerns raised about

integration were related to the energy required to sustain
efforts made by regular educators and special educators in
the process of integration as well as the ability of
multihandicapped students to receive all of the instruction
they needed in integrated settings.
Integration as an Innovation
One Model for Change
According to Levine (1980), innovation combines the
elements of reform (new) with change (different).

Both

adjectives would describe the process that occurred as three
multihandicapped students were placed in regular education
kindergarten and first-grade classrooms at the study site
described in this dissertation.

When education undergoes
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such changes, the process of change becomes a relevant topic
of examination.
Although there are many theories of organizational
change, this study uses the Levine model designed to
describe organizational changes in higher education.
Although the Levine model is designed to describe
organizational change in higher education, I believe that it
is applicable to the change process in public schools as
well.

As educators attempt to depart from traditional

practices, an understanding of this change model may provide
a frame of reference for determining where they are in the
seguential steps leading to change.
Levine divides organizational innovations into five
basic types:

(a) new organizations,

within existing organizations,
existing organizations,

(b) innovative enclaves

(c) holistic changes within

(d) piecemeal changes, and (e)

peripheral changes outside existing organizations.
The innovative changes that related to the integration
process in the current study were innovative enclaves and
holistic changes as defined by Levine.

Innovation enclaves

involved identifying and establishing a specific location
that can serve as an institutional laboratory for change.
People may participate in both the enclave and the rest of
the school.

A disadvantage is that the enclave can become

an appendage isolated from the rest of the school.

However,
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it can also provide a means for a school to make an
organizational change that has already been tested.
Holistic change involved adopting a major school
innovation with a unified and coherent purpose.

It is

usually the easiest to defend and the most efficient because
it substitutes a new program for an old program.

It is

difficult to get adopted, the least likely to succeed, and
the least common.

A holistic change is risky because it

involves "established institutions with built-in resources,
habits, and staff that may lack consensus about
institutional purpose" (Levine, 1980, p. 5).

Replacing the

old with the new is also risky because if it does not
succeed, no program exists because the old one is gone.
The four steps leading to change are as follows:
recognition of the need for change,

(a)

(b) planning and

formulating a solution, (c) initiating and implementing the
change, and (d) choosing to institutionalize or terminating
the plan.

Initially, the organization (school) has a set of

norms, values, and goals.

These are defined by Levine

(1980, p. 11):

1. Norms - The commonly prescribed guides to
conduct in the organization; means of
communication, patterns of authority and control,
rules of membership, and all of the other
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characteristics that describe the way people
interact.
2. Values - The commonly shared beliefs and
sentiments held by people in the organization.
3. Goals - The commonly accepted purpose and
direction of the organization.
Because innovations are departures from the
organization's traditional practice, the host organization
(the school) must make a conscious effort to decide whether
to institutionalize or to terminate the plan before it
reaches step four.

If the school makes the choice to

institutionalize the innovation, it must deal with the
conflicts that made the change an innovation initially.

The

school must negotiate with the innovation to bring differing
norms, values, and goals into agreement or the differences
will begin pulling in two directions, resulting in conflict
between the school and the innovation.
innovation is at high risk.

At this point, the

Levine believes that many

innovations appear successful in the initial stages but
ultimately fail because of this need to reconcile differing
norms, values, and goals.

Institutionalizing an innovation

is a negotiation process between the host organization and
the innovation until common goals emerge and the innovation
becomes a routine part of the organization.

When the norms,

values, and goals become unified, the organization offers
formal approval and confers legitimacy to the innovation.
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The innovation is then institutionalized within the
boundaries of the existing institution.
Characteristics Relating to
Continuation of Innovations
Berman and McLaughlin (1978) reported on a study
undertaken by the Rand Corporation on innovative changes in
education.

I believe the conclusions of this study as well

as the characterizations of change described by the Rand
Corporation are relevant to the current study.
Four federally funded public school projects were
selected by the United States Office of Education (USOE) for
the Rand Study.

The purpose of the study in its first phase

was to describe how these four projects initiated and
implemented change.

The second phase of the study began

when the federal funding ended for each of the projects.
The purpose of the study during this phase was to identify
the factors which contributed to a project's continuation
and ability to sustain innovative change beyond the
termination of federal financial supports.

Seven major

conclusions were reached:
1. The policies of the federal program did not
influence the fate of the program.
2. Educational methods and resources mattered less in
the project's continuation than other factors.
3. Ambitious and demanding innovations promoted
teacher change and continuation of a project.

Innovations
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that appealed to teachers' professionalism elicited staff
commitment.

Clarity of goals was important but this clarity

was often achieved in the process of implementation.
4. Locally chosen implementation strategies strongly
influenced a project's fate.

Also, classroom assistance

from project or district staff was more effective than
assistance from outside consultants.

It was helpful to have

teachers view similar projects in other locations and for
them to participate in decision making.
5. Effective leadership was vital.

Effective

implementation, in particular, depended upon a good project
director; continuation of a project depended upon continued
support by local school leadership personnel.
6. Two teacher characteristics were powerful
variables.

A teacher's sense of efficacy had a positive

effect on project implementation:

the longer the teacher

had been on the job, the less he/she contributed to
achieving the project goals.
7. Local school district officials had to give
continual support to the innovation for it to be effectively
implemented and sustained.

The special project had to be

elevated to a standard element of district operation.
The process of educational innovation characterized by
the Rand Corporation was similar to the higher education
model described by Levine (1980) and had three steps:
mobilization,

(b) implementation, and (c)

(a)

32

institutionalization.

For successful mobilization to take

place, all levels of the local school district had to
support the project.

For successful implementation to

occur, a variety of adjustments were necessary.

There had

to be a modification of program design, new behaviors
adopted by staff, and new attitudes formed for integrating
project strategies into classroom practices.

Finally,

successful institutionalization of change required that
project practices be used by teachers, become identified as
part of the district's educational repertoire, and receive
the necessary budget, personnel service, and facility
support to become an integral element of the school
district's operations.

The school staff played the dominant

role during implementation; however, the school officials
and school board members played the key role in
institutionalization.
Summary
Special education laws, rules, and regulations have led
to differing interpretations about where multihandicapped
children should be placed.

Federal regulations indicate

that handicapped children should be educated with
nonhandicapped children to the maximum extent possible.
These same regulations indicate that a continuum of
alternative placements must be available to meet the needs
of handicapped children.

Interpretations of these

regulations can be characterized by two opposing viewpoints.
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One group of educators believes that individualized
programming should be available to everyone —
special education students.

not just

Regular school environments

should be expanded to meet the needs of all children, and,
thus, the regular classroom would represent the least
restrictive environment for multihandicapped children
(Stainback & Stainback, 1988; Moran, 1983? Wange, Reynolds,
& Walberg, 1988).

Another group of educators argues that

least restrictive environment is a continuum of placements
and placement should be determined by the individual needs
of each child (Miller, 1991; Bishop, 1990; Champion, 1979).
Three empirical studies concerning the integration of
multihandicapped children were explored.

The two-roofed

school attempted to move toward integration by building the
school for multihandicapped children at the same geographic
location as the regular school.

Integration activities were

initially planned between the two schools, and after six
months they concluded that they were moving toward more
contact and sharing.

However, after 18 months little

permanent change had been accomplished.

The reasons given

for the lack of permanent change were that there were two
facilities with separate administrative structures and that
the energy level needed to overcome these barriers could not
be sustained over a long period of time.
facility was recommended.

A "single-roofed"
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In a second study, relationship between the degree of
integration and the achievement of educational goals for
multihandicapped students was found to be significant.
However, this study also concluded that some skills are best
taught by teachers in settings uniquely designed for
severely handicapped students on a one-to-one basis.

The

rationale for this finding was that multihandicapped
students have very limited behavior repertoires.
In a third study, curricular infusion occurred in a
middle school attended by five multihandicapped students.
Infusion meant that the curricula of the regular students in
two science classes and one social studies class were
expanded to include understanding and accepting of self and
others, as well as different forms of communication with
others.

Students in these classes were encouraged to meet

and interact with the multihandicapped students during
various activities.

Significant positive attitude changes

were noted among the nonhandicapped students who took these
classes and interacted with the handicapped students.
Because integration of multihandicapped students into
regular classrooms represents change, a model for
successfully implementing change was introduced.

The steps

leading to a successful change experience were (a)
recognition of a need for change, (b) planning and
formulating a solution,

(c) implementing the change, and (d)

then choosing to terminate the plan or to institutionalize
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the plan.

Special education decisions related to

integration may well use these steps to mark their progress
in the change process.
Finally, the Rand Corporation identified seven
characteristics of public school change projects that
contributed to the successful initiation, implementation,
and continuation of innovations after federal funding ended
for them.

Another contribution of this study was to

identify that school staff played the key role during the
implementation of a project and school officials and school
board members became key players when institutionalization
was occurring.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The first section of this chapter includes the
rationale for choosing qualitative research for this study.
The second section describes the procedures used to gather
data from the site where educational personnel were
integrating three multihandicapped students into the local
kindergarten and first-grade classrooms.
Rationale for Qualitative Research
After working closely with special education teachers
and public school teachers for 17 years, I believed they had
information that would be valuable to other practitioners if
their voices could be heard.

Therefore, I wanted to use

methods for my research study that would allow practicing
educators to share information they often do not have time
to record.

Qualitative research allows the researcher to

ask educators what they experience, how they interpret the
experience, and how they structure the world in which they
live (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982).

"Qualitative researchers want

those who are studied to speak for themselves" (Sherman &
Webb, 1988, p. 5).
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Erickson defines qualitative field research in
education as follows:

(a) extensive observation in the

field setting; (b) careful recording of what happens in the
setting by writing field notes, keeping interview notes, and
collecting other kinds of documentary evidence (e.g., memos
and schools records); (c) analytical reflections on the
documentary records obtained in the field; and (d) reporting
of the results by means of detailed description, direct
quotes from interviews and interpretive commentary
(Erickson, 1986).
Qualitative research, which allows the researcher to go
to the natural setting being studied, is the methodology of
choice because actions can be understood best when they are
observed where they occur (Bogdan & Biklen, 1982).

Because

I wanted data useful to practicing educators, the classroom
seemed like a logical place to go.

Erickson explains, "The

school classroom is indeed a fundamentally different kind of
social universe than the stable fixed and 'undimensional'
one presupposed by positivist research on teaching
(Erickson, 1986, p. 133).
In qualitative research the human becomes the
instrument because in "naturalistically based studies
everything is indeterminate . . . and only the human
instrument has the characteristics necessary to cope with an
indeterminate situation" (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 193).
brief summary of these characteristics follows:

A
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1. Responsiveness.

The human can respond to cues that

are personal and environmental.
2. Adaptability.

The human can collect information

about multiple factors at multiple levels simultaneously.
3. Holistic emphasis.

The human is capable of

grasping any phenomenon and the context in which it is set
simultaneously.
4. Knowledge base expansion.

The human can understand

something that must be experienced to be understood.
5. Processual immediacy.

The human can process data

as soon as they are available, generate hypotheses, and test
the hypotheses in the situation in which they occur.
6. Opportunities for clarification and summarization.
The human can summarize data and feed them back for
clarification and/or corrections.
7. Opportunity to explore atypical or idiosyncratic
responses.

The human does not have to discard unusual

responses and instead can explore them in depth (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985, pp. 193-194).
Classrooms are complex places with individuals
functioning in a sociocultural ecosystem.

That ecosystem

provides a framework for classroom teaching and learning.
The concepts of power, authority, influence, competing
interest, legitimacy, assent, and dissent are central to
that framework (Erickson, 1986, p. 136).

To begin sorting

out these concepts, the human instrument, as defined by
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Lincoln and Guba, is a logical instrument.

Even though

emphasis on the human instrument is controversial among
qualitative researchers, I believe this instrument can have
empathy, intuition, and the ability to read non-verbal
language.

These can add to the richness of a study.

If the knowledge to be gained from a study is to come
from the educators in the field, then theory must follow
from the data rather than precede them (as in quantitative
studies)

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

"The aim of qualitative

research is not verification of a predetermined idea, but
discovery that leads to new insights" (Sherman & Webb, 1988,
p. 5).

Throughout the study, choices of theoretical frame,

strategies, and alternative data collection methods are
intertwined with the collection process.

Theorizing (the

thinking mode), sequential selection strategies (formal
styles of analysis), and general analytical procedures
(systemizing data and constructs throughout the process) are
interdependent processes that are used to build the study
(Goetz & LeCompte, 1984).

The general purpose of this study

was to determine what happens when regular educators and
special educators come together in the process of
integration.

More specifically, the study focused on the

actions, interactions, and perceptions of the adults
involved.

These questions could best be answered in the

natural setting by a researcher investigating actual
practice.

The answers to these questions required
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descriptions of process rather than measurement of outcomes
or products.

Thus, qualitative research was the method of

research chosen for this study.
Methodology
In the spring of 1990 a university professor introduced
me to the special education director of the district which
later became the field site of this study.

The director was

told that I was searching for a dissertation study and that
I had an interest in the topic of integration.

The director

invited me to visit the school in her district where the
integration of three multihandicapped students was to take
place in the fall of 1990.
I accepted the director's invitation and observed in
the school for four days in September 1990 and for three
days in October 1990.

These observations were to determine

if this site was, in fact, integrating three
multihandicapped students into "regular" classrooms.

I

determined from the seven days I spent at this school that I
could acquire information on the integration of
multihandicapped children there.

The actual study began

when more in-depth observations were made for eight days in
January and 18 days in February of 1991.
At the school, conversations among the educators, among
the students and educators, and among the students were
recorded in the formal field notes.

Each conversation that

occurred in the classrooms or hallways among or between
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educators was recorded in written field notes; additional
details relating to these conversations were added to these
notes after the school day ended.

Written notes of the

conversations involving children were made as the children
were talking.

Notes and data were recorded from the

Individual Education Plan (IEP) meeting for one of the
students.
During the January and February field observations, the
following persons were interviewed:

parents/guardians of

the three multihandicapped children, the kindergarten
teacher, the first-grade teacher, the special education
teacher, the speech-language pathologist, the occupational
therapist, the physical therapist, the local school
superintendent, and the multidistrict special education
director.

Initially, the interviews were short (10 to 30

minutes).

Later in the study, interviews with staff were

more elaborative and took longer (20 to 50 minutes) with
more details being given.

Observations were recorded of the

individuals who were interviewed, the three handicapped
children, and any people (e.g., the bus driver, the food
preparation staff, the other teachers on playground duty)
who entered the educational process as I was observing the
other participants.
Protection of Confidentiality
The recording of daily experiences, accessing selected
educational records presented at the IEP meeting, and
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observing personal interactions among students, educational
personnel, and parents/guardians had the potential to cause
emotional upset or embarrassment.

Great efforts were made

to minimize these risks as well as to ensure the
confidentiality of the children and their parents/guardians.
The following procedures were implemented:
1. The identity of the school district was kept
confidential by the researcher with no disclosure in any
written reports, this dissertation, or journal articles.
2. The actual names of the children were not used to
protect the children's identity and to insure
confidentiality from disclosure in any written reports, this
dissertation, or journal articles.
3. All laws and regulations regarding confidentiality
found in the Education for All Handicapped Children Act were
observed.
4. All federal, state, and local laws, rules,
restrictions, and procedures regarding confidentiality were
strictly observed.
5. Parental/guardian consent forms were obtained from
the parents/guardians of each subject.
6. A letter of support for this study was obtained
from the school district superintendent.
7. Consent letters were obtained from the classroom
teachers allowing this researcher to observe and record
notes from the classrooms.
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The parents/guardians were granted in writing the right
to withdraw their children/foster children from this project
at any time without fear of repercussions.

This guarantee

was to minimize the possible risk of physical,
psychological, or emotional harm to the parents/guardians
and children/foster children involved.

The forms were

discussed orally with the parents/guardians to further
heighten their awareness of their rights as described within
this study.

Concerted efforts were made to treat all

persons being observed and interviewed with respect at all
times.
Because this was behavioral research involving humans
as subjects, approval from the university's Human Subjects
Review Board was necessary.

(The Board reguires a full

board review if the research subjects are minors.)

After

the full board review, approval was given with the
additional stipulation that the site not be identified by
specific state name but by location (i.e., Great Plains
state).

A blank copy of the permission form signed by the

parents and guardians is included in Appendix B.

The

letters of permission from the superintendent, kindergarten
teacher, and first-grade teacher are not included to protect
their anonymity.

The data collected from this project will

be kept in my advisor's office on the university campus in a
locked cabinet.

After seven years (August 1998), the data

will be systematically destroyed.
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Setting. Staff, and Students
The descriptions of the setting, the staff, and the
students given in this chapter are brief.

More complete

descriptions are presented in Chapter IV.
The elementary school was located in a rural
agricultural region in the Great Plains.

The school was

located between the two rural communities that it served.
The superintendent, the kindergarten teacher, and the
first-grade teacher were employed by the local school
district.

The special education director, the special

education teacher, the speech-language pathologist, and the
occupational therapist were employed by the multidistrict
special education cooperative.

The special education

teacher, the speech-language pathologist, and the
occupational therapist were assigned to the school by the
special education director.

The special education

director's office was in a town 20 miles away.
The children were the only three multihandicapped
students currently enrolled in the school district under
study.

Amy, a seven-year-old Down's Syndrome female who

wore hearing aids and glasses, was in kindergarten.

John, a

five-year-old with cerebral palsy who utilized a motorized
wheelchair and a touch talker for synthesized speech, was
attending kindergarten.

Daniel, a seven-year-old with

cerebral palsy, was in the first grade.

He was able to use

his motorized wheelchair with continual assistance;
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synthesized speech was produced with the aid of a light
sensor that attached to his glasses.
This was the first year for these three children to
attend a public school in their local school district.

The

students had been previously served in a multidistrict
special education attendance center located in another
school district.
Negotiating Entry
After I was introduced to the special education
director of the multidistrict special education cooperative
in May 1990, she invited me to meet with the parents/
guardians and the staff involved in the integration project.
After that meeting, one of the parents met with me and
requested that I pursue this study.

The educational staff

expressed concern about the amount of their work time that
would be consumed by this research project.

Selected

members of the educational team stated that their time
commitment was to help secure the success of integration.
No commitments were made at that time in regard to the
research project.
I called the school district superintendent in August
1990 to ask if it would be possible for me to pursue a
research study in January of 1991.

At that time the

superintendent expressed disappointment that research would
not begin immediately as he had hoped.

The superintendent
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had sought and received the approval of the local school
board for the research to be conducted.
Because of my roles as teacher and student at the
university, time at the field site was limited to seven days
in the early fall.

During this time at the site, I decided

that this school would be an appropriate site for my
qualitative research.

Written permission was granted by the

superintendent, the regular educators, and the parents to
begin my official research in January of 1991.
Time at the Site
Collection of field notes involved my being in the
field setting five to eight hours daily beginning the third
week in January and continued through the last week in
February.

I carefully recorded data by writing field notes

of my observations, keeping interview notes, and collecting
other kinds of documentary evidence including memos and
school records.
During the data collection, I attempted to record
conversations and all discussions as carefully as possible.
Accurately recording what was happening in the classroom was
a priority.

Accuracy of my data was emphasized during my

initial time at the site with the analytical reflections of
the data becoming more thorough during the final two weeks
at the field site.

The richness of the data in my field

notes was increased when the simultaneous analysis of the
data occurred.
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Educational personnel were willing to be observed as
they interacted with the students, other educational
personnel, and the parents/guardians.

Interviews were used

to gather data and to clarify the actions and the
conversations from the perspective of the educational
personnel.

Interviews were usually conducted in the

classrooms or offices during the school day when no children
were present, or I would informally establish a convenient
time to meet with those to be interviewed.
Initially I took no written notes until after an
interview had been completed; after I wrote the notes I had
the person check them for accuracy.
grew longer as time passed.

However, the interviews

Because I did not want to

misquote or misunderstand the person being interviewed, I
often made the following request:

"Would you feel

comfortable if I write down your comments as we talk?

At

the conclusion of this discussion, you may look them over to
see if I have accurately recorded your ideas."
technique seemed to work well.

This

I was able to capture the

conversation more accurately, and the staff members often
expanded on a concept or idea he/she felt was not fully
defined in the notes.

One person commented, "It is

reassuring to be able to go back over the notes while the
ideas are still fresh in my head."

Another person said, "My

ideas seem more valued when I see them in writing."

Only
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one person requested that I wait until after the interview
to write.

The request was honored.

The research process consisted of my spending one week
in the first-grade classroom and one week in the
kindergarten classroom.

The occupational therapist, the

speech-language pathologist, and the special education
teacher were shadowed for one week each.
Time was spent with the superintendent, the special
education director, and the parents/guardians.

I met with

the superintendent three times in his office, but most
information from him was gathered through informal
encounters outside his office.

I saw the special education

director at the site four times while I was at the school,
but she was at the school for other scheduled meetings and
the conversations were not extensive.
was eventually held.

A four-hour interview

John's and Amy's mother worked as a

teacher at the school and several informal discussions took
place in the hallway or in the staff lounge over her lunch
hour; one formal interview was done.

Daniel's mother was

interviewed three times in her office at another site.
School records were released to me through parental
consent as defined by federal, state, and school district
laws, policies, procedures, and regulations.

Data from the

records were recorded in written notes.
The role I played in the classroom was that of passive
participant observer; that is, I was present at the site to
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observe what people did, listen to what people said, and to
assume the role of bystander (Stainback & Stainback, 1989).
In this capacity, I studied the natural setting in order to
describe in detail the setting, what was observed, the
activities that took place, the people who participated in
these activities, and the meaning of the activities and
settings as perceived by those people being observed.

I

placed myself near Daniel's desk when I was in the firstgrade classroom and near the front of the room in the
kindergarten classroom.

These locations were suggested by

the classroom teachers.

Sometimes I moved throughout the

room with the children or closer to the group if group
activities were taking place.

For the first two weeks I had

an ear infection that made overhearing conversations among
the adults difficult.

During this initial time period, the

educators often did not include me in "private
conversations" about the students; for these reasons, I may
have missed some data.

Later as people became more

comfortable with my presence, they allowed me to be a
listening part of the group and even came to me to relate
events they felt were significant about the students' day.
Data were collected and then used to discover patterns
and to find consistencies or inconsistencies to determine
themes.

Qualitative inquiry began with specific

observations and built toward general ideas, patterns, and
themes, using an inductive reasoning approach.
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Initially I made four copies of all my notes.

Because

I process information visually, I decided to color code the
notes using neon highlighters with a different color
representing each person.

I color coded my first set of

notes to represent the three children.

After extensively

working with these notes and having no interview notes from
the children (the children lacked independent speech), I
concluded that any interpretation of these interactions
would be lacking a vital component— the children's
interpretations of what was occurring.

They could not

transfer their meaning of an event to me.

This was a

limitation of the study.
The notes from interviews with parents, recorded
interactions of parents with staff, and mention of the
parents in the conversations of others were analyzed.
However, one set of parents were foster parents to John, the
five-year-old kindergarten student, and birth parents to
Amy, the seven-year-old kindergarten student.

Therefore,

data could be gathered from only two sets of parents.

This

raised questions of validity and also became a limitation of
this study.
I color coded the next two sets of notes by educational
personnel, marking each time a person spoke or was referred
to by another.

Each person was represented by a unique

personnel title and color.

The personnel categories were

superintendent, principal, second-grade teacher, first-grade
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teacher, kindergarten teacher, special education director,
special education teacher, speech-language pathologist,
occupational therapist, and physical therapist.
each category were divided into sections:

Notes from

(a) interactions

with children, (b) interactions with other personnel,

(c)

interactions with parents, (d) personal interviews with me,
and (e) comments others made about that person.
Section number two, "interactions with other
personnel," was further divided into two subsets:

(a)

interactions with each other about each of the three
children, and (b) interactions with each other regarding
curriculum.

At this point, patterns began emerging that are

discussed under "Theme Two" in Chapter IV.
Next, I again coded personnel categories coded by
color.

These categories were then divided into nine

sections representing interactions with each of the other
specific personnel.

Patterns began to emerge here that are

further described in Chapter IV as "Theme One" and "Theme
Three."

It should be noted here that interactions with the

second-grade teacher (who taught first-grade math), the
principal, and the physical therapist were minimal in
number.

This does not represent an evaluative comment

regarding their abilities but is representative of the fact
that they had other responsibilities that scheduled them
away from the integration field site.

CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF DATA

In 1989-1990 Daniel, John, and Amy attended a
multidistrict special education preschool.

These

multihandicapped students each traveled a minimum of forty
miles round trip to reach this educational site located
outside their school district.

At the special education

preschool, these three students were with other handicapped
preschool students from adjoining school districts.

The

personnel at the special education preschool included a
special education teacher, a speech-language pathologist,
and an occupational therapist all hired by the special
education cooperative.

For the 1990-1991 school year, these

three multihandicapped children and the three service
providers were reassigned to the students' home school
district.
In the fall of 1990, Daniel entered the first-grade
classroom, and John and Amy entered the kindergarten
classroom of their home elementary school.

The special

education teacher, the speech-language pathologist, and the
occupational therapist were assigned to the classrooms of
the kindergarten teacher and the first-grade teacher to
52

53

support the integration of these three multihandicapped
students into the regular classrooms.
The transfer meant that the special education personnel
moved from their special education classroom into the
classrooms of the regular teachers.

The regular classroom

teachers, none of whom had ever had a multihandicapped
student in a classroom, now had one or two multihandicapped
students full time in their classroom plus a special
education teacher, a speech-language pathologist, and an
occupational therapist in their rooms on a continual basis.
Each multihandicapped child had special education personnel
with them at all times.
This chapter describes the data collected during this
study.

Even though the focus of the study was on the

educational personnel, the multihandicapped children are
introduced and the typical day of one child is described
because these children provided the impetus for this group
of educators to come together.
three parts.

This chapter consists of

The first section introduces the setting, the

staff, and the multihandicapped students.

The second

section describes the typical morning for one of the
students.

Section three explains the themes that emerged as

the educators worked and interacted.
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Setting, Staff, and Students
Setting
This school district was located in a rural
agricultural region in the Great Plains.

The school was

located five and one half miles from each community served.
The population of each community was about 300 people, most
of whom were involved in agriculture or related occupations.
Ninety-eight per cent of the children at the elementary
school were white.
Eleven school districts had belonged to a special
education cooperative since the cooperative was formed in
1979.

The cooperative was managed by the director of

special education who was responsible for fulfilling several
responsibilities:

(a) complying with the provisions of

federal and state laws and regulations,

(b) developing and

operating the total special education program,

(c)

developing short and long term plans for the school
districts, and (d) planning and allocating financial
resources to develop special education plans.

The special

education teacher, the speech-language pathologist, and the
occupational therapist were employed by the special
education cooperative.
The school was a twenty-seven-year-old, ranch style
brick building set on several acres of grass in the fall and
spring and extensive snow and ice in the winter.

Playground
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equipment, concrete basketball courts, and a football field
were adjacent the school.
Staff
The staff who worked regularly with the
multihandicapped children were the kindergarten teacher, the
first-grade teacher, the special education teacher, the
occupational therapist, and the speech-language pathologist.
The special education personnel had been transferred from
the same special education preschool as the multihandicapped
children.

The key administrative personnel involved with

the integration process were the local school district
superintendent and the multidistrict director of special
education.
The kindergarten teacher had earned a bachelor's degree
in elementary education and vocal music.

This was her

fourth year of teaching kindergarten? she had previously
taught upper elementary grades and tutored Laotian children.
She remembered her initial reaction as, "I didn't know what
to expect.

I didn't want to be left alone with them.

afraid I couldn't treat them like the other kids."

I was

However,

by February she said to the special education teacher, "I
feel comfortable with Amy and John.

On the days when just

Amy is in the classroom, I don't think it will be necessary
for you to be here as much."
The first-grade teacher had earned her bachelor's
degree in elementary education and had taught first grade at
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this school for fourteen years.

She was apprehensive when

she first learned that a multihandicapped child would be in
her class the next year.

After Daniel visited her class in

the spring of 1990, she stated, "It was nice to be able to
place a face with the name.

After he visited the class with

the speech-language pathologist, I felt relieved."
The special education teacher earned her bachelor's
degree in vocational rehabilitation therapy.

Her master's

degree was in special education, and she had the credentials
necessary for teaching the severely and profoundly
handicapped.

She had previously worked as a resident

advisor at a residential setting for severely handicapped
people and as a teacher in a preschool for the
developmentally disabled.

She was in her third year of

teaching for the multidistrict special education
cooperative.

Her first weeks at the new school setting were

spent "organizing new office space, setting up schedules,
assembling materials, and doing paperwork in addition to
some teaching."
The speech-language pathologist had a master's degree
in communication disorders, and she had worked in the
special education cooperative for eleven years.

She stated,

"I believe the special education director assigned people
who could work together and who came together on philosophy
and opinions.

The three of us who were assigned to this

site worked together well."
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The occupational therapist had earned her bachelor's
degree in occupational therapy.

She had previously worked

for five years in another public school and the last four
years for the special education cooperative.
to work together to make it work.

"Everyone had

If the classroom teachers

hadn't cooperated, we would have had to schedule time
outside of class for the students."
The local school district superintendent had served as
principal during the year in which the school had been
built.

The following year he had been named superintendent

and had been in that role for twenty-seven years.

He had

been present at the board meeting for the special education
cooperative when the special education director indicated
she wanted to place all of the handicapped students back in
their local school districts with full support.

When asked

to give his first reaction to this proposal, he replied,
"Oh, God!

This time she really means it."

Later in the

conversation he added, "We discussed it a lot after that.
figured we might as well try it."
The special education director had served in that role
for nine years.

Five of the years had been in this special

education cooperative.

She received her doctoral degree in

special education in 1991.

She became interested in the

integration of handicapped children into regular classrooms
and proceeded to move the cooperative in that direction.
According to parents, the superintendent, and teachers, she

I
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was the motivational force behind the integration process.
She stated, "I just ask the teachers what they need to make
this program (integration) successful, and then I get it for
them.

I won't allow them to fail."

Students
The three students described in this study— Daniel,
John, and Amy— were the only multihandicapped students in
this school district.

They had previously attended the

special education preschool together.
Daniel was a seven-year-old male in the first-grade
classroom; he had cerebral palsy who was able to use his
motorized wheelchair with continual assistance.

Synthesized

speech was produced with the aid of a light attached to his
glasses.

Daniel led the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag

each morning with his talker.

Ninja Turtles were his

favorite toys.
John was in the kindergarten classroom and was a fiveyear-old male with cerebral palsy.

He had lived with his

foster parents since he was eight months old.

He used

synthesized speech produced with a touch talker that he
controlled with his index finger and was learning to use his
motorized wheelchair independently.

He led the Pledge of

Allegiance to the flag each morning with his touch talker.
John liked birthday parties.
Amy, John's foster sister, was a seven-year-old female
with Down's Syndrome who was in the kindergarten class.

She
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wore hearing aids and glasses.

She held the flag each

morning while the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag was said.
Amy liked working on the computer.
Daniel's Morning
The morning of one of Daniel's days is described in
this section.

His educational needs are representative of

the focus that brought the education personnel together.
His schedule and routines are described to give the reader a
sense of how a day in the classroom brought regular
educators and special educators together.
Daniel is picked up by the special education bus which
has a wheelchair lift.

His bus driver brings Daniel to the

first-grade classroom.
Daniel arrives at his classroom ten minutes early.
Daniel's teacher greets him, "Good morning, Daniel."

The

first-grade teacher takes off Daniel's snowpants, coat, hat,
and mittens and takes them into the coat rack in the space
adjoining the classroom.
The speech-language pathologist comes into the room,
and the first-grade teacher states, "Daniel is here early
today, so I took off his coat."
The speech-language pathologist said, "Good morning,
Daniel.

Let's get your talker ready for the pledge."

Because Daniel leads the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag
each morning, the speech-language pathologist has it
programmed into his talker.

The light stick attached to
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Daniel's glasses activates the synthesized speech device
attached to his wheelchair.

The speech-language pathologist

assists Daniel so he can look at the right box on the
computerized communication board to focus the light.
The speech-language pathologist has phonetically
programmed Daniel's talker with "layers" of speech programs.
Each "layer" holds eight small pictures that represent eight
sentences.

She also sets the layer which is in use at any

given time and then puts the appropriate picture sheet on
the screen of the talker.

When the light sensor on Daniel's

glasses strikes the picture, the sentence programmed for
that picture on that layer is then projected auditorially
through synthesized speech.

This machine was chosen for

Daniel because it has different software programs available
to meet Daniel's needs as they expand and it has the
potential to be connected to a computer.

At the time of

this study, some of the layers contained sentences asking
for assistance, sentences telling about Ninja Turtles, about
school (including the Pledge of Allegiance), and the "Itsy,
Bitsy Spider," and sentences making personal requests.
While the speech-language pathologist is setting up the
talker, Daniel's light sensor accidently activates the
portion of the communication board that says, "Good
morning."

Only two class members look up from their work,

but the class (almost in unison) responds, "Good morning,
Daniel."
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The speech-language pathologist positions Daniel for
show and tell.

Kyle brings the world's smallest pumpkin.

He shows it to the class and then to each individual
student.

When he shows it to Daniel, Daniel smiles and goes

into full body extension, stretching in his chair.
brings a Ninja Turtle figure.

Andy

After showing the class, Andy

takes the turtle around to each individual desk.

Daniel has

the colorform figure of the same Ninja Turtle on his talker
to represent one of his sentences about Ninja Turtles.

Andy

places the Ninja Turtle figure on top of the colorform
picture of the Ninja Turtle and begins to talk to Daniel
about the other pictures of Ninja Turtles on his talker.
Nat, sitting directly behind Daniel, is shuffling his feet
and stretching his neck to see the large Ninja Turtle
figure.

After Nat says, "Quit showing Daniel," Andy moves

to Nat's desk.
At desk rearranging time, each child gets to decide
where he or she wants to sit.

Because of the difficulty of

moving his equipment, Daniel gets to choose his neighbor
rather than "his spot."

The first-grade teacher explains to

the class, "Some people need to stay in the same spot to
hear better or to see better.

Some of you can move anywhere

you want, but remember, don't sit by someone who may cause
you to talk too much or get you into trouble."

When Daniel

is asked whom he wants to be his neighbor, Daniel focuses
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his eyes on Andy.

Andy smiles a big grin back at Daniel.

All the students move their desks.
Free time is given to those who had returned their
homework.

The speech-language pathologist leaves the room

with Daniel as this time period (9:00-9:30 A.M.) is set
aside for Daniel to use the boy's restroom with the
assistance of the teacher.

A sign that says "Occupied" is

put on the door of the boy's bathroom.

The bathroom is

modified with a table for a student to lie upon and a
modified commode at the end of the table.

Privacy curtains

can be pulled along one end of the room when Daniel is using
the bathroom.
During the time Daniel is out of the room, the firstgrade teacher puts the spelling words on the black board
while the children who returned their homework are convening
in small groups to play games or talk to their friends for
ten minutes.

The first-grade teacher looks at the clock and

states, "Time to write our spelling words."
Daniel returns and goes to the adjoining study area on
the other side of the folding door.

The students open their

work on the blends "sh", "th", "wh", and "ch".

Daniel is

working on single letter recognition and phonetic sound.
Four letters are placed on a large black board about one
foot away from Daniel.
Daniel returns to reading class, and the first-grade
teacher announces, "Take out your reading books.

Your
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practice assignment for tomorrow is to take your book home
and read your favorite story to your mom and dad.

Right now

you can pick your favorite story and read it to your
partner."

Daniel is the helper this week, and he passes out

the practice sheets that are signed by parents to indicate
that their first graders have read their favorite story to
them.

Daniel goes down each row with each child taking one

of the slips off his tray.
"Jackson, would you be reading partners with Daniel?"
Jackson smiles.

Other class assignments are made.

During

this process, Linda asks, "Could I be partners with Daniel?"
The teacher responds, "Daniel already has a partner."
The first-grade teacher allows pairs of children to go
under tables, on couches, in corners, in the hall, and so
forth.

Daniel's chair is adjusted by the speech-language

pathologist, and Jackson comes to Daniel's desk.

Jackson

chooses "Favorite Things to Do" as his favorite story.
Jackson lays his book on Daniel's desk and points to each
word as he reads.

The speech-language pathologist stands

quietly behind the boys listening as Jackson reads the story
to Daniel.

She asks Jackson, "What is your favorite thing?"

The speech-language pathologist then writes down three
sentences directed to her by Jackson.

These words are

visually followed by Daniel as she writes.
them to Daniel and points to each word.

Jackson reads
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The class is brought back together, and the "Helper's
List" assignments are made for the following week:
Daniel's red chair - (carrying tumble chair to music) Laura and Amber
Papers - Sara
Daniel's power chair - (assisting Daniel out the door
for recess) - Jeremy and Joseph (Joseph raises his
forearm and clenches his fist, saying, "All
right.")
Library - Jeff
Clean-up - Nicklas
Milk cart - Chad
Errand runner - Bethene
The first-grade teacher announces that it is time for
recess, and the children get their coats.

The first-grade

teacher and the speech-language pathologist get Daniel ready
for recess by putting his coat, snowpants, mittens, hat, and
scarf on him.

The other children get ready to go outside

independently.
for recess.

Daniel is five minutes late getting outside

After the special education teacher takes him

out, she shuts off the motorized portion of his wheelchair.
Only teachers can assist Daniel with the motorized movement
of the chair.

The children are able to push the wheelchair

manually, and on this day a boy from a fifth grade class
pushes the wheelchair.

The special education teacher

watches from a distance of about twenty feet.

Two girls
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from an upper grade walk by and tell Daniel hello.
smiles.

He

Two boys from his class push him into his place

when it is time to go inside.
By the time the special education teacher finishes
removing Daniel's coat, snowpants, hat, mittens, and scarf,
it is time to go to lunch.

Daniel and the special education

teacher go to lunch fifteen minutes early so Daniel can
finish eating and return to his class at the same time as
his classmates.

The special education teacher places

Daniel's wheelchair at the end of the lunchroom table, and
the other children file to the table to join him and the
special education teacher, who is feeding him.

Daniel eats

meatballs, potatoes, and gravy but non-verbally indicates he
does not want all of his bread.

When the special education

teacher asks Daniel if he wants any more bread, she is able
to determine from his lack of acceptance, lack of facial
movement, and expression on his face that he does not want
it.

When asked about the apple crisp, Daniel smiles and

opens his mouth to indicate that he wants that.

He eats the

apple crisp and drinks the rest of his milk through his
straw.
Daniel and his classmates return to the classroom to
get ready for music.

Daniel is pushed in his car by Jeremy

and Joseph, and Amber and Sarah carry his red form tumble
chair.

He is transferred from the wheelchair to his red
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tumble chair by the first-grade teacher.

The first-grade

teacher leaves the music class and returns to the classroom.
Themes
As the students and personnel were studied, concepts
and ideas began to emerge from the descriptions and
information that were recorded.

The three themes were:

1. Regular education teachers and special education
educators learned from each other.
2. No formal mechanisms existed for resolving
differing opinions on best educational practices.
3. The strength of the program was personnel-specific.
These concepts are discussed in the following section.
Regular Education Teachers and Special
Education Educators Learned from Each Other
Implementation of supportive integration placed special
educators in the same classroom with regular educators in
the kindergarten and first-grade classrooms of this school.
The special educators and regular educators took the
opportunity to learn from each other, as demonstrated in the
following examples.
The special education teacher, the speech-language
pathologist, the occupational therapist, the kindergarten
teacher, and the first-grade teacher each brought different
educational backgrounds into the classrooms.

The special

educators had been trained in specialized skills used to
meet the unique educational needs of Daniel, John, and Amy.
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The regular educators had been trained to teach diverse
children in larger group settings.
As an example, one day the occupational therapist
demonstrated to John a step-by-step method for turning pages
in his workbook.

At the same time, the kindergarten teacher

was standing in the middle of the classroom watching the
occupational therapist and John.

The next day the

kindergarten teacher was using the same technique for
teaching John to turn pages; the same verbal cues were used
verbatim.
The occupational therapist stated, "I liked being in
the regular classroom.
less mysterious.

It made occupational therapy seem

The skills I teach can often be taught in

the natural setting as the need arises.

I have seen the

teachers observing and using the methods I used.

For

example, when John was using scissors, I let him make the
cutting movements with his scissors while I moved the paper.
I saw the other teachers use this technique, and then John
had consistency in learning his cutting skills."
The speech-language pathologist was responsible for the
maintenance and programming of the light talker used by
Daniel and the touch talker used by John.

The maintenance

and programming took her two to three hours per week.

A

formal one-hour training session was held early in the
academic year to teach David's and John's teachers how to
assist Daniel and John in using their talkers.

(The talker

68

enabled them to lead the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag
and to participate in show and tell.)

The speech-language

pathologist stated, "The kindergarten teacher and firstgrade teacher wrote the step-by-step directions for using
the talkers.

I noticed that eventually the kindergarten

teacher and the first-grade teacher didn't use the notecards
when they assisted the students with their talkers."

The

speech-language pathologist related a further example:

"I

had to be gone one week early in the year and I had done
extensive programming prior to the trip.

The first-grade

teacher came to me and asked me if I would show her how to
do simple programming.

She told me she didn't want to miss

a new opportunity for application of the light talker for
Daniel."
When asked about this request, the first-grade teacher
stated, "Because the speech-language pathologist isn't
always there, it just makes sense for me to use the thing.
Now it is easier for me to stick something on it (the light
talker) than to wait for another person."
The speech-language pathologist continued, "We met for
over an hour when I showed her how to do it.

Working

together helps connect the communication needs to functional
application in the natural setting."
The physical therapist and occupational therapist were
responsible for the primary care of the wheelchairs for
Daniel and John.

Each wheelchair had two trays.

One tray

69
was used for doing school work, and the other was used when
the wheelchair was pushed manually.

When the child was

steering his own wheelchair with the motorized control, the
large tray had to be removed and the power battery hooked
up.

One day when the kindergarten teacher was on recess

duty, she asked, "John, the occupational therapist showed me
how to put on the small tray and hook up your battery so you
can drive your chair.

Do you want me to go inside and get

it (the small tray) so you can drive your wheelchair?"
nodded his head "Yes."

John

The kindergarten teacher then went

inside and soon returned and placed the small tray on the
wheelchair and attached the battery so that the power source
for the wheelchair was hooked up.
his machine.

John then took control of

A few minutes later, John was doing

"wheelies," surrounded by a group of laughing second
graders.
The speech-language pathologist believed she received
ideas from the regular education teachers that she could use
in her work with the special needs children.

Spending

extended periods of time in the kindergarten and the firstgrade classroom was regarded as valuable by the speechlanguage pathologist.

"Once I saw and understood what goes

on in a classroom, I have learned to program more meaningful
things into the talkers.

The classroom teachers helped me

recognize the potential of the talker.

Brainstorming with

them proved to be very productive sessions for me.

The
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classroom teachers suggested programming in math facts for
the students to use with their peers instead of flashcards.
The [classroom] teachers suggested adding 'Simon Says' and
'Red Light, Green Light' to the talker for additional
playground interaction for Daniel and John.

I would not

have thought of those things."
Sometimes the examples were brief and concrete as
exemplified by the next discussion from an interview with
the occupational therapist.

The occupational therapist said

she was grateful that the second grade teacher (who teaches
first-grade math class) showed her how to teach the concept
of one-to-one correspondence.

The occupational therapist

continued, "The second-grade teacher took time to explain
how one-to-one correspondence fits into the first-grade math
curriculum.

She described the hierarchy of counting and

addition skills to me; this allowed me to logically
determine meaningful math activities for Daniel.

I had

never had any classes in teaching math and the second-grade
teacher was very knowledgeable."
No Formal Mechanisms Existed for Resolving
Differing Opinions on Best Educational Practice
There were times when the educators working together
learned from each other, knowledge was gained from each
other, and expertise was respected and appreciated.

At

other times words were spoken, but differing opinions never
fully resolved.

These times are illustrated by events
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related to the special education teacher's attempt to modify
the reading curriculum.
Initially, the special education teacher, the special
education director, and the local superintendent had
discussions about the reading curriculum, recognizing that
making adaptations in it might be warranted.

The director

stated, "The special education teacher had questions
regarding curriculum adaptions.
classroom, now what?'

'The children were in the

I arranged for the local school

district superintendent, the special education teacher, and
myself to go to a major center where integration is
successfully occurring.

The director [of this major center]

is a well published author in this area of supportive
integration.

The three of us met with her for two days.

The director/author told us that integration occurs in two
stages.

Stage 1 is getting the children into the classroom.

We had already done that.
curriculum needs."

Stage 2 was meeting the

She went on to say, "Curriculum needs do

not have to be met in all subjects initially.
us chose reading to start with here.

The three of

The superintendent,

the special education director, and the special education
teacher agreed that the multihandicapped students may not
always learn best by conventional methods."
The discussion with the special education director
occurred during the first week at the school.

Later during

the same week, the special education teacher and the first-
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grade teacher held a conversation regarding Daniel's
reading.

The special education teacher stated, "The

learning disabilities teacher has offered to take Daniel,
John, and Amy out of the classroom for reading."
The first-grade teacher replied, "I don't see what each
of the three students has in common.

Besides Daniel would

not like being removed from the classroom.

Having Daniel's

reading story page on his talker so he can take his turn
orally reading is working.
class.

Daniel feels like part of the

The other children see Daniel as a part of the

reading class, and to remove him at this point would be a
step backwards.

Going to the adjoining space with the

speech-language pathologist to orally do letter recognition
and language based reading activities seems appropriate."
One week later, while the first-grade students were in
music class, the special education teacher came into the
first-grade classroom and stated, "The learning disabilities
teacher and I have talked about the possibility of pulling
out Daniel, John, and Amy for reading.

The class would by

taught by the learning disabilities teacher."
The first-grade teacher responded, "I'm not sure if
grouping would be effective for Daniel.

My experiences have

been that my students do best when they are not grouped."
The special education teacher then said, "I'm not sure
how to proceed, but I will continue to explore options.

I
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will have another discussion with the learning disabilities
teacher."
Two weeks later, the special education teacher held a
discussion with the kindergarten teacher in the kindergarten
room.

The special education teacher stated, "The special

education director feels strongly that Daniel, John, and Amy
will not learn reading by conventional methods.

The

learning disabilities teacher and I want to hold a small
group class for working with students for reading class.
Daniel, John, and Amy would be in the group, but the group
would be expanded.

The others in the group must be verbal.

They could be people who have language but need remedial
support, or they could be excellent students, but they must
be verbal to be role models."
The kindergarten teacher responded, "I'll think about
it. "
The special education teacher said, "The parents of the
other children placed in the group will have to be
notified."
The kindergarten teacher responded, "Why?"
The special education teacher replied, "If we pull them
out for special classes, parents need to be notified."
The kindergarten teacher then asked, "Why are you
pulling them out?
whole group?"

Could you come in here and work with the
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The special education teacher asked, "Would you allow
us to do that?"
The kindergarten teacher answered, "Yes, I finished my
check sheet yesterday, and we have completed the letters and
sounds.

I have been wanting to do more with whole language.

I did some last year, but I would welcome new ideas."

(The

children all remained in their class until the end of the
school year.)
One week later the following interview was held with
the special education teacher:
T:

(special education teacher)

"The kindergarten

teacher has suggested that she didn't feel it was
necessary for me to be in the classroom on Tuesdays
and Thursdays because John is at the rehabilitation
center and Amy is the only special needs child in
her classroom.

I'm beginning to feel like a

teacher's aide."
I:

(interviewer)

"Have you considered doing more

classroom teaching?"
T: "It's hard.

I'm not in the classroom long enough

to feel the pulse of the classroom.

I taught the

math unit in the kindergarten room for the first
unit, but I taught it in a way that would be the
most beneficial for Amy and John as well as the
rest of the class.

In this school there is
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pressure to get through the workbooks and I didn't
emphasize that enough."
I: "How do you see your role developing?"
T: "I don't know."
I: "Do you see yourself being needed in the internal
class transition next year?"
T: "This year with Daniel in the first-grade math
class taught by the second grade teacher, the
second grade teacher has gotten to know him so well
she will be familiar with him.
transition easier next year.

That will make
In two years Daniel

will move to third grade, and the way the grade
school is structured now the third grade teacher
will not have had contact with Daniel so maybe
there will be a need for my services then."
I: "What about more classroom teaching?"
T:

"Team teaching would be ideal, but the first-grade
teacher likes large group activities.

Small groups

perhaps would be good for Daniel's learning style,
but that is some compromising we've made.

They

[the classroom teachers] give some and we give
some."
These statements are in direct contradiction to other
statements made earlier by the special education teacher
such as, "I had complete freedom for scheduling.

It would

have been difficult for anyone other than the teachers
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themselves to do scheduling.
change as needed.

I had the flexibility to

Initially my responsibility was to

provide total coverage for each child at all times."
Even though there was disagreement regarding the best
educational practice for teaching the children reading, the
differences were not openly addressed.

The roles of all of

the educators were not defined in relationship to the
children's specific educational needs.

This became a

problem when the special education teacher was ostensibly
responsible for scheduling, yet had only the authority those
around her were willing to grant her.

No one was empowered

to assume responsibility without the consent of all of the
others, and further, no one was empowered to disagree.
The Strength of the Program Was
Personnel-Specific
Statements by the people involved in this integration
process constantly referred to other people who were
necessary in making this educational structure work.
"Cooperation" was the word most frequently heard.
changes were observed in any lines of authority.

No formal
The

following statements reflect several individuals'
recognition that the program depended on the specific
personnel who were involved.
The speech-language pathologist stated, "It
(integration) wouldn't be possible if everybody didn't want
it to work."
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The multidistrict special education director stated,
"If I were to leave, I am not sure the program (integration)
would continue."

Acknowledging the director's support, one

parent commented, "Integration occurred last year because of
the special education director's interest in integration."
A special education team member made this observation,
"The special education teacher did all the scheduling; she
was the only one who could see where all the pieces fit."
One parent said, "I asked myself, is there going to be
enough support for kids and teachers, but then I realized
the superintendent was at all the board meetings, at school,
at faculty meetings, and was active on the multidistrict
education board and he had made the commitment."
The occupational therapist was asked if she saw any
potential threats to the program in the way that it is set
up, and she replied, "If a time came when the school
superintendent and the special education director didn't get
along, there would be the potential for problems.

The staff

would try to see that the students didn't suffer, but the
staff— especially the special education staff— would
suffer."
One parent stated, "I don't know if all teachers are
like this, but the success has been because of the
teachers."
vulnerable.

Another parent commented, "The program is
If they pulled out the support (staff), I
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wouldn't be comfortable as a teacher or as a parent.
comfortable now.

I'm

In the future we will just have to see."

The specific personnel involved are seen as the reason
the program is functioning.

Although this may be viewed as

an asset, it does not insure the stability of the program if
personnel replacements occur or if disputes over educational
practice remain unsettled.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In 1989-90 a special education teacher, a speechlanguage pathologist, and an occupational therapist were
working in a preschool for handicapped children where
Daniel, John, and Amy were students with multiple handicaps.
In the spring of 1990 the kindergarten and first-grade
teacher of a public school system were told by the special
education director that Daniel, John, and Amy would be
integrated into regular classrooms in the fall.

The

placement of these children was to be assisted and supported
by the transfer of the special education teacher, the
speech-language pathologist, and the occupational therapist
to the students' kindergarten and first-grade classrooms.
Thus, five educators became responsible for meeting the
educational needs of these three students.

These

reassignments of students and personnel represented an
innovation for everyone involved in the process.

The

opportunity to study the integration of special education
students into regular classrooms arose.
The following question evolved from this qualitative
study:

What happens when special educators and regular
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educators come together in the process of integrating three
multihandicapped students into a regular classroom?

More

specifically, what are the actions, interactions, and
perceptions of the people involved?
The remainder of this chapter is divided into three
parts.

First, the three themes described in Chapter IV are

summarized and compared to literature in Chapter II.

The

second part of this chapter offers conclusions and the third
part makes recommendations to those at the site of the
study, to other educators attempting integration, and to
researchers investigating this process.
Summary and Discussion of Themes
1.

The regular educators and special educators learned

from each other.
This section provides examples of what regular
educators learned from special educators and what special
educators learned from regular educators at the site of this
study.

In addition, this first theme related to reciprocal

learning is compared to the conclusions of a study reviewed
in Chapter II.
Regular educators learned from the occupational
therapist how to teach a child with cerebral palsy to turn
pages in a book and how to assist a handicapped child
learning to use scissors.

The speech-language pathologist

demonstrated how to use the touch talker and the light
talker and taught the first-grade teacher to program the
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talkers.

The occupational therapist taught the kindergarten

teacher how to change trays on the children's wheelchairs.
From the classroom teachers, the speech-language
pathologist learned to program "more meaningful" things into
the talker (e.g., math facts used as auditory flash cards
and recess games such as "Red Light, Green Light" and "Simon
Says").

The classroom teacher taught the occupational

therapist the hierarchy of pre-addition skills and how to
teach them.
Two findings reported by Berman and McLaughlin (1978)
when they searched for characteristics that contributed to
successful initiation, implementation, and continuation of
four federally funded projects are relevant to the first
theme of this study.

First, they found that local resource

personnel were more effective in furnishing assistance
during the implementation of the projects than were outside
consultants.

Berman and McLaughlin conjectured that this

finding was due to the fact that this finding was due to the
fact that local resource personnel were available for the
frequent day-to-day assistance needed to keep the project
going.

I feel that the day-to-day assistance each educator

provided to other educators in the current study was needed
and appreciated.
Another finding of the Berman and McLaughlin study has
relevance to the first theme of this study.

This finding

was that the acquisition of new skills, behaviors, and
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attitudes by teachers was found to be important to the
continuation of a project.

Applied to the current study,

this would suggest that the evidence of reciprocal learning
that took place should enhance the chances of the project
being allowed to continue.
To conclude, it is possible that the teachers in the
current study learned from each other because they received
and appreciated the day-to-day assistance they provided one
another.

This may enhance the possible continuation of the

proj ect.
2.

No formal mechanisms existed for resolving differing

opinions on best educational practice.
In this section one example of controversy between the
special education teacher and the regular education teachers
is described.

I believe that this description shows that no

formal mechanisms existed for resolving conflict over best
educational practice.

Two studies reviewed in Chapter II

will also be discussed as they relate to evidence from the
current study.
The special education teacher, the special education
director, and the school superintendent went to observe an
integration program similar to theirs in another state.
Their consultation with the director of that program
resulted in the conclusion that curriculum adaptations
needed to be made for Daniel, John, and Amy.

The three
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educational personnel agreed to begin adapting the reading
curriculum for the three multihandicapped students.
The kindergarten teacher and the first-grade teacher
had not been involved in this observation and consultation.
The first-grade teacher was approached twice and the
kindergarten teacher was approached once with the idea that
the special education teacher take the multihandicapped
students and a small group of verbal students out of the
classroom to form a small reading group.

The kindergarten

teacher and the first-grade teacher believed that Daniel,
John, and Amy should have reading class in the regular
classroom.

The special education teacher felt that the

three multihandicapped students would not learn reading by
using conventional classroom methods.

What emerged was a

difference in opinion of what was best professional
practice.

No resolution was ever reached that was

satisfactory to all.

The three children remained in the

classroom for all subjects, including reading.
Differing opinions about what was best educational
practice for multihandicapped students emerged in an
integration study by Brinker and Thorpe (1985).

Despite the

positive correlation they found between degree of
integration with nonhandicapped peers and achievement of
educational goals for multihandicapped students, these
authors concluded that many educational goals cannot be met
in integrated settings.

They concluded that
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multihandicapped students still needed at least some
specialized instruction in settings uniquely designed for
them.
In the current study, two valid opinions regarding best
educational practice emerged, and no mechanism was in place
to resolve these differences.

A mechanism for resolution of

differences is a significant concept in the process of
educational innovation in the process of educational
innovation.

In Why Innovations Fail (Levine, 1980), the

four stages of educational innovation were described:

(a)

recognition of need for change, (b) planning and formulating
a solution,

(c) participation in the trial period including

initiating and implementing the change, and (d)
institutionalization or termination.

Integration of

multihandicapped students in the school was an innovation.
At the end of the 1990-91 school year, integration was still
in the trial period for the school district under study.
According to Levine (1980), to successfully complete
the trial period, the traditional educational setting and
the innovation must work toward agreement of norms, values,
and goals.

My view is that the personnel in this study were

assigned to this setting without discussing how their
school's norms, values, and goals would change as a result
of integration.

By Levine's definition, this discussion

must take place before the school district can hope to
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institutionalize integration.

This is the point at which

the program is most vulnerable.
In conclusion, it is not surprising that controversy
arose among the educators in the study.

The specific issue

over what was the "least restrictive environment" for the
three multihandicapped children surfaced over selection of
the better setting for teaching reading (large group or
small group).

Brinker and Thorpe (1985) dealt with this

issue and concluded that all multihandicapped students may
not benefit from large group instruction in all subject
areas.

Regardless of whether the three children in this

study were better served in the large group or in the small
group, the broader issue here was that no mechanism existed
for discussing and resolving differences of professional
opinions.
3.

The strength of the program was personnel-specific.
First, in this section, theme three is explained more

fully.

Next, three studies from Chapter II are discussed as

they relate to this theme.
The statements of the participants in the integration
process indicated that they felt the program was successful
because of the specific individuals involved.

The special

education director, the superintendent, the special
education teacher, the teachers, and the support staff were
most often mentioned.

The implication was that if the

personnel changed, the program might fail.
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The study by Mercer and Denti (1989) indicated that
initial short-term successes based on personal efforts of
selected individuals were lost over a longer period because
of fatigue, the loss of energy level needed to sustain the
program, and staff transfers.

They concluded that special

program implementations built around personnel are
vulnerable because of staff change and turnover.
At the site of this study, people were unsure of the
long-term stability of this project; however, no staff
turnovers were expected at the year's end.

The stability

offered by returning personnel should be helpful in the
continuation of this integration program for at least
another year.
Levine (1980) believed an innovation must become part
of the organization through institutionalization.
Institutionalization cannot be based on specific individual
personalities, because personnel will change over time.
Therefore, continuation of this project must be based on
acquiring a common set of goals, norms, and values and not
be based on the individual strengths of the personnel.
As shown in the Berman and McLaughlin (1978) study,
school officials and the school board played the most
important role as a project moved toward
institutionalization of innovative change.

In my study,

participants felt that the implementation efforts were
supported by all of the personnel involved (i.e., the

87

teaching staff, the special education director, and the
superintendent). As this Great Plains school district moves
toward the institutionalization stage, the Berman and
McLaughlin study would suggest that the school officials and
school board need to recognize the importance of their
roles.
Conclusions
The conclusions that can be made regarding the
integration effort at this field site are as follows:
1. Regular educators and special educators were
observed learning from each other and reported learning from
each other.

Collaborative teaching favors the continuation

of the integration program.
2. Disagreements emerged among the educational
personnel regarding best educational practice for the
multihandicapped children.

The educational personnel at

this site embraced cooperation.
empowered to disagree.

However, they were not

Without the development of formal

mechanisms for resolving differences, I believe that this
integration project is at risk for failure.
3. At this time, the integration project appears
vulnerable because its continuity has been based on the
cooperation of the specific personnel involved during its
first year of implementation.
4. The school district in this study is entering the
end of its trial period in the change process described by
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Levine (1980).

The next step will be to resolve differences

between the traditional educational practices that existed
within the school before the integration process began and
the innovative educational practices that were brought to
the school this past year.
Recommendations
The recommendations which follow address three
audiences.

First, I will offer suggestions to the specific

field site of this study.

Next several general

recommendations are made to others attempting to integrate
multihandicapped students into regular classrooms.

Finally,

I will suggest additional areas of study for those
interested in conducting research.
To Specific Site
1. A philosophy that honors the individual educational
philosophies of schools within the multidistrict should be
adopted by the multidistrict cooperative.

This effort

should be followed by the local school district adopting a
philosophy that reflects supported integration.

This

sequence would allow the local school district to continue
integration, even if the multidistrict special education
cooperative philosophy would change.
2. In my opinion, the integration process started in
this Great Plains district has offered excellent educational
opportunities to the three multihandicapped children it was
designed to serve, and the program should continue.
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However, in order for integration to survive, mechanisms for
conflict resolution should be developed.
develop such mechanisms are the following:

Possible ways to
(a) Invite

personnel from other project sites to recommend mechanisms
for conflict resolution; (b) schedule overlapping teacher
preparation times so that joint planning can occur on a
regular basis; (c) conduct regular meetings involving all
professional personnel, including administrative personnel,
for sharing concerns, ideas, and successes, with agenda
items solicited from all participants; and (d) schedule
inservice sessions for all project participants so that
teaching styles, communication strategies, or other topics
that emerge from the regular meetings can be shared or
discussed.
3.

In order to clarify each educator's role in the

implementation of each multihandicapped child's Individual
Education Plan (IEP), the following suggestions are offered:
(a) A lesson plan book should be used to record (on a one
time basis) the child's IEP goals and objectives, as well as
which educators are responsible for each; (b) one person
must be responsible for any given subject in the curriculum;
this implies that where an immediate curricular decision
must be made, this individual is empowered to make it; and
(c) the lesson plan book might be used as a way to do
cooperative long-range subject area planning as well as a
way to make specific day-to-day adaptions for activities.
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4.

Each individual on the educational team should be

encouraged to maintain and expand his/her area of expertise.
Keeping professional skill levels exemplary contributes to
the quality of services delivered to children and allows
each person to become a valued local resource person.

As

the children's needs change and personnel changes occur,
local experts become increasingly important to the
continuation of the project.
To Others Undertaking the Integration
of Multihandicapped Students
1. Consultation with the special education director at
the study site resulted in the following recommendation as a
district begins to establish a need for change.

To

undertake a project as "intensive" as the integration of
multihandicapped children into regular classrooms demands
that a great deal of groundwork be laid:

(a) All potential

project participants should be called together to hear the
rationale for the project; (b) potential participants should
then be asked to voice their concerns and their questions;
(c) concerns and questions expressed at the beginning should
be addressed completely with the help of consultants from
similar projects; and (d) site visits to similar integrated
projects should be arranged for participants.

Again,

specific concerns and questions should be addressed.
2. In the planning stage for integration, parents must
become key players in decision making regarding program
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implementation.

They must have the right to approve or

disapprove of the placement of their children in the program
through the IEP process.
3.

Although the educational personnel in my study

handled sharing the physical space of the two classrooms
without complaints, my feeling was that each teacher needed
a space of her own within or adjoining the classroom in
which they taught.

Schools that ask teachers to come

together in the process of integration should provide desk
space and, if possible, "teaching" space for each educator
in the classroom.

Providing for teachers' needs may make

the implementation stage easier.
To Those Conducting Research Investigation
1. I think it will be important to conduct
longitudinal studies of multihandicapped children in
integrated classrooms to answer guestions:

(a) Does the

nature and intensity of supportive service from special
educators require adjustments as the curriculum becomes more
advanced for multihandicapped students? (b) What are the
long-term effects on the educational personnel as they
sustain integration over several school years? and (c) What
are the long-term effects on parents of multihandicapped
children as their children continue through school in
integrated settings?
2. I believe that the roles played by special
educators in integrated settings should be studied and
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described to determine what changes might be made in the
higher education programs that prepare these teachers.

APPENDIX A

DEFINITIONS

Array— The concept of allowing a wide variety of educational
opportunity to be available for handicapped students to
enable and enhance the learner's access to the elements
of the educational system that will effectively and
efficiently meet each child's unique educational needs
(Miller, 1991).
Cooperate— To act or work with another (Mish, 1983, p. 288).
Homebound/hospital environment— Student is placed in and
receiving educational services in hospital or home
environment (U.S. Department of Education, 1990).
Inclusive education— A school where everyone belongs, is
accepted, and supports, and is supported by his or her
peers and other members of the school community in the
course of having his or her educational needs met.

(It

is not mainstreaming or fitting students into regular
classes, but the development of regular schools and
classroom communities that fit, nurture, and support
the educational and social needs of every student
(Stainback & Stainback, 1990).)

An inclusive school is

the ultimate goal of the integration and mainstreaming
process.
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Integration— The process of having students with
disabilities become an integral part of the mainstream
of their schools (Stainback & Stainback, 1990).
Multihandicapped— Having more than one handicapping
conditions as defined by P.L. 94-142.

These

handicapping conditions include being mentally
retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech or language
impaired, multihandicapped, deaf-blind, visually
handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed,
orthopedically impaired, health impaired or children
with learning disabilities.
Regular class— Student received special education in related
services less than 21% of the school day (U.S.
Department of Education, 1990).
Regular educators— Referring to the kindergarten teacher and
the first-grade teacher in this specific study.
Residential facility— Student receives education in public
or private residential facility at public expense for
greater than 50% of the school day (U.S. Department of
Education, 1990).
Resource room— Student receives special education in related
services for less than 60% of the day, but at least 21%
of day (U.S. Department of Education, 1990).
Separate class— Student receives special education and
related services for more than 60% of the day on a
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regular school campus (U.S. Department of Education,
1990).
Separate school facility— Student receives special education
and related services in separate day school for the
handicapped greater than 50% of the school day (U.S.
Department of Education).
Special educators— Referring to the special education
teacher, the speech-language pathologist, and the
occupational therapist in this specific study.

APPENDIX B

PARENTAL/GUARDIAN CONSENT FORM
In this study we hope to learn what actually happens
when your multihandicapped student is integrated into
his/her kindergarten/first grade classroom. Efforts will be
made to answer the following questions:
1. What support and assistance has been offered to
your child's regular classroom teacher?
2. What are the individualized roles of your child's
selected and specialized multidisciplinary team members?
3. What administrative procedures have been put into
place to integrate your child into his/her classroom?
4. What do you as parent/guardian perceive as your
role in the public school integration of your child?
Your child will be observed as he/she interacts with
peers and educational personnel. Data will be recorded
through written notes and on selected occasions through
videotapes as your child progresses through his/her normal
school day. The only known risks would be if you or your
child feel apprehension or stress of a psychological nature.
Your child's name and school will be kept confidential by
this researcher. The names used in the written research
will be pseudonyms. Your signed consent form will be kept
in a locked file in the University of North Dakota's
Department of Special Education.
At any point in this study you and your child/foster
child are free to withdraw from this project without any
form of prejudice or penalty.
If you have any questions concerning any aspect of this
study, please feel free to contact Marva Gellhaus at any
time. The researcher can be reached at the University of
North Dakota Special Education Department (701) 777-2511 or
at home (701) 772-6057 or (605) 225-7610.
If you choose to allow your son/daughter to
participate, please make sure you understand the following
statements and then print your name, your child's/foster
child's name, today's date, sign this form, and have your
witness sign the form.
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I certify that I am at least 18 years of age and that I
have read all of the above materials and willingly agree to
allow my child/foster child to participate in this study.

Print Parent/Guardian Name

Parent/Guardian

Print Child's Name

Date

Witness Signature

Date
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